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PSYCHOLOGY AND PHILOSOPHY

I.—RELEVANCE.

BY F. C. S. SCHILLER.

WHEN a judge has to try a case, he has to be very strict
about what evidence and what pleadings he will allow, and
what not. Otherwise he will neither finish his case within
a reasonable time, nor arrive at the truth about it: for the
good evidence which might lead to the discovery of the truth
will be choked up in masses of bad evidence that leads no-
where or in the wrong direction. Hence he must not accept
anything that is or might be offered or said, and will often
find it difficult to draw the line. He can also show the ex-
cellence of his judgment in drawing it aright. For everything
is, more or less remotely, connected with everything else, ana
so, if everything were admissible, the case would drag on ei?
ri avupov, like the second Dreyfus trial, or that of the Nea-
politan Camorrists. Much that is unimportant and has little
bearing on the'case must thus be excluded, and the more
can be excluded and the more attention can be concentrated
on the really vital features of the case, the more expeditiously
can the case be decided, and the better will the decision be.
And of course good judges and good lawyers generally must
speedily discover all this.

But why, you will think, enunciate such platitudes ? Is
it not all the commonest of common sense ? And what on
earth has it to do with philosophy ? The more you wonder
thus, the more you will be surprised to hear that the simple
considerations I have brought before you constitute one of
the world's greatest discoveries, and that very few have made
it. Even the lawyers, who one would think could hardly
help making it, have not done so everywhere, as is shown by
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the state of the law and the laxity of the roles of evidence
in most countries. Language affords still better testimony.
For no language, with the single exception of oar own, has
become sufficiently conscious of the facts I have described to
devise for their expression a regular vocabulary. Philosophy
has so little grasped them to this day that its favourite prin-
ciples are in direct contravention of them, and that when it
sees them they must entail a complete overturn of many of
its most cherished doctrines. And lastly Logic, though the
facts were lying as it were at its door, so that it could not
reach the fresh air without seeing them, has preferred to
stumble past them and to plange into confusions unspeak-
able, rather than to save itself by recognising them.

The great discovery of which I have been speaking is the
notion of Relevance, and so far as I know the word is a unique
possession of the English tongue. In English we have a
complete vocabulary for expressing this notion and its op-
posite, vie., relevance, relevant, irrelevance, irrelevant. The
other great languages have nothing similar: the whole voca-
bulary is untranslatable, because the idea is not yet fully
recognised by any other people. Neither in Greek nor in
Latin, neither in French, German, nor Italian can the notion
of Relevance be neatly expressed, as is seen when we com-
pare the nearest approach to the English phraseology, the
French a propot, mal a propos. Where the conception is
indispensable and forces itself upon the mind clumsy para-
phrases have to be used, some of which, curiously enough,
are to be found also in English. Instead of saying ' it is
irrelevant' we sometimes say ' it is immaterial' or ' it does
not matter' or ' it is not to the point' or ' not to the pur-
pose,' ' it is unessential or unimportant'. This great variety
of expression, exhibiting the struggles of human intelligence
to nil a newly discovered lacuna in language by adapting
and specialising various already existing terms, and the per-
sistence of an inferior by the side of a superior mode of
expression, would seem to indicate that the recognition of
the notion is comparatively recent. And this is what we find
to be the case. According to the Oxford English Dictionary,
the group of words which expresses the notion of Relevance
originated in the middle of the sixteenth century, the first
recorded example being ' relevant' in 1560. ' Relevancy'
and' relevantly' are traced back to 1561, but ' relevance' does
not occur till 1733; curiously enough, 'irrelevant' is first
quoted from Burke, in 1786, and ' irrelevancy' from Ben-
tham, 1802. It is curious, and perhaps accidental, that
' irrelevant' should be over two centuries younger than
' relevant'.
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There are two remarkable facts about these first appear-
ances. The first is that the words appear in the same sense
as they have at present, and that their meaning has never
wobbled or developed: this is sufficient proof that they filled
a long-felt want, and that their sense was not varied because
it was indispensable.

The second is that the first recorded uses of ' relevant,'
' relevancy' and ' relevantly' occur in Scotch laws. This goes
to show that the notion was a discovery of • the lawyers in
the ordinary exercise of their profession, and that here as so
often practice has been the instructor of theory. The rele-
vance of our analysis of the judge's work in hearing a case
is shown by the probability that it was a judge who invented
the notion of Belevance. We may take it as highly probable
that its inventor was a lawyer and- a Scotsman; he was
certainly a genius. For did he not find expression for a
notion of capital importance, for which the genius of no
other language had found words, and did he not do so in a
distinctive manner, vastly superior to- the clumsy gropings
of the other tongues ? *

The distinctive advantages of the term Belevance, as com-
pared with its functional equivalents in English and the
other languages, are fourfold. They lie in its bringing out
(1) the subjectivity, (2) the uUctivtmst, (3) the honesty, (4) the
disputablenest of the ' relevant'.

(1) The ' relevant' viewB the relations between the thinker
and his object from the subjective side. I do not mean by
this, of course, that the relevant is an arbitrary creation of
the individual thinker, which pays no regard to any sort of
fact. On the contrary it contains an implicit reference to an
objective ' given,' out of which the relevant part has to be
selected, and an argument which ignores facts is most cer-
tainly to be condemned as ' irrelevant'. Still ' relevance' is
not conceived as a quality residing in the thing thought of per
se, but lies in its value for us and in our attitude towards it. I t
implies a relation to a human purpose by its very etymology.
The ' relevant' is that which is helpful and affords us relief.
This is quite frankly confessed; there is no pretence of turn-
ing the usefulness of thingB for our purposes into an attri-
bute of the thingB in themselves.

By the critical honesty of this avowal we escape from the
naive objectivism of primitive thought and the manifold
confusions to .which it leads. The other languages are all

1 These are well illustrated by Plato, who takes, in Rtp. 463-466, about
two pages to say that the diflerenoas between men and women are not
nUvant to the discharge of their duties towards the State.
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full of the fallacy of projecting into the thing the values
which it may have for our varying purposes, ana so entangle
themselves in hopeless puzzles as to how the same ' quality '
can be now ' essential' and now not. This ought to be a
great help to believers in the reality of ' essences,' as relieving
them from a misuse of ' essential' which enormously adds
to the difficulties of their position. The existing terminology
in most languages fails to discriminate between objective and
subjective ' essence,' i.e. relevance. ov&h> npbs TO j(pfj^a,
nihil ad rem, unwesenilich, sans importance, senza concludensa,
are all inferior attempts to express the notion of 'irrelev-
ance,' which it is practically more urgent to express, because
of the ease with which thought gets lost in the irrelevant.
But they are all objeotivist phrases, which try to render the
object responsible for the guidance of the thought. We
have them also in English; as witness, ' i t is immaterial,'
' not to the point,' and ' does not matter,' and the seventeenth
century use of ' irrelative' for ' irrelevant'; while as if to
show that the objectivism is a verbal accident, and not really
intended, we find also subjectivist terms with precisely the
same meaning in ' not to the purpose' and ' mal d propos '.-
But ' relevant' is clearly superior even to these, because it
expresses not only the relation to purpose, but also the value
for the purpose. By thus expressing the relation of thought
to purposes and values the unknown inventor of ' Relevance '
has anticipated the development of philosophy by about 350
years!

(2) ' Relevance' plainly implies selection. Not only does
it not profess that the ' relevant' is the whole of the matter,
or imagine that the whole is relevant, but it plainly warns
us that the relevant has to be extracted. It does not there-
fore deny the existence of the irrelevant, and indeed implies
that any amount of it may be given; it only denies that it
is ' helpful'. It is to be treated, therefore, as if it did not
exist. It is a request to put the irrelevant aside, consciously
and resolutely, as something which must not be allowed to
affect our minds and to impede our progress.

The ' relevant,' therefore, stands out of a chaotic whole as
a selected extract, and raises the general problem of our right
to make such extracts. Is it the sheer bit of human fav-
ouritism, it has hitherto seemed to the old logic, or is it the
most indispensable, characteristic and ' essential' feature of
human thinking, as the new logic is beginning to perceive ?
At any rate there can be no doubt that whoever says ' rele-
vant' means 'partial,' in both senses of the word, and does
not mean ' all-inclusive '. Relevance is the product not of

 at U
niversity of C

hicago on July 7, 2015
http://m

ind.oxfordjournals.org/
D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://mind.oxfordjournals.org/


RELEVANCE. 157

an attempt to include everything, but of an effort t ) get rid
of the rubbish, to select the humanly valuable part, and to ex-
clude, reject and ignore the rest. And the peculiar excellence
of the term lies in its not representing this procedure as due
to any intellectual shortcoming by way of negligence and
inattention, but in ascribing it to conscious, willed, purposive
concentration upon the point.

(3) Hence ' Relevance' is a peculiarly }wnest word, and
contrasts strongly with the periphrases for it, which all tend
to conceal the fact that the selection of the relevant, just
because it is a selection and may select too little or too much,
must always be a risky affair. The other words all try to
disavow this risk, and pretend to get a guarantee for the
correctness of the selection out of the nature of the whole ;
and so they mostly lapse into downright mendacity. It is
not literally trae that the irrelevant is ' irrelative,' that nihil
pertinet ad rem, or is ' beziehungslos ' or ' belanglos '. The ' ir-
relevant ' facts are just as much facts as the ' relevant'. Nor
have we a right to call them ' unessential' : for not only have
we no means of knowing whether a thing would be what it
is (or even whether it could be at all) without the least of its
' accidents,' but the distinction between ' essence ' and ' acci-
dent ' fails to do duty instead of that between the ' relevant'
and the 'irrelevant'. For one thing it cannot be made as
relative, flexible and shifting, without being made ridiculous.
For how can the ' essence' of a thing, being ' objective ' and
in the thing, vary, like a chameleon, according to the purpose
with which we regard it ? ' Relevance,' on the other hand,
does not take in vain the name of the immutable ' essences'
(if such things there be); it professes nothing but dependence
onthepurpose of the moment: the least change in this may
render relevant what was irrelevant before, and irrelevant
what was most relevant. For example, if the headless flayed
corpse of a female child, which can be medically shown to
have breathed, is found in a field, all the evidence will be
highly relevant which indicates the person who put it there :
but the suspect may at once render it irrelevant by admitting
that he threw away the remains, and then exculpate himself
on the charge, of murder by explaining that the supposed
' child ' was the carcase of a young chimpanzee he had been
given to stuff. The relevant evidence will then become the
thin of the corpse, which in the case referred to was produced,
and easily seen to be that of an ' ape ' and not of a ' girl'.
Yet can it be said that per se the skin was less ' essential' to
the girl than to the ape ?

Terms, therefore, like ' unessential,' ' unrelated,' ' imma-
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terial,' etc., do not express what is meant. As compared with ' ir-
relevant,' they are vague, inexact, unscientific and false, and
their use should be eschewed in every language which pos-
sesses more exact and expressive words.

(4) ' Relevance' is always disputable. An adversary al-
ways has the formal right of denying that the evidence I
allege as relevant really has the bearing on the case which
I assert, and that what I regard as irrelevant really is so.
Hence only an examination of the concrete case itself will
decide what is really relevant. Now this at once emancipates
the relevant from the control of Formal Logic. It is impos-
sible to decide formally, a priori and in the abstract, how far .
the region of relevance will extend. The selection of the rele-
vant must needs be left to the judgment of those who are
cognisant of the actual facts of the case. And even among
these there will be differences. The ' relevant' always forms
a sort of radiance emanating from ' the point'; but to some
eyes this ' aura ' will extend further than to others. For
some minds have a much keener perception of the relevant
than others, and are able to go straight to the ' point' (or
' core' or ' gist'), while others have painfully to work their
way through to it by gradual rejection of the irrelevant
Clearly also those for whom the aura is smaller and the ' rele-
vance ' lies closer to the point have the better minds.

Thus Relevance is not a formally visible and permanent
quality of things at all, but belongs inalienably to the logic of
personality and real knowing. Nor can an argument which
proceeds on considerations of relevance ever be pronounced
' valid' in virtue of its ' form'. To one who does not know
the exact circumstances of the actual case, the irrelevant
argument will look just as good and valid formally as the
relevant. Thus Relevance is never a matter of form, and this no
doubt is partly the reason why Formal Logic has cut the
notion dead. Its self-preserving instinct warned it that it
could make nothing of it, and that if ever the world awoke
to the importance of Relevance, there would be an end of
Formal Logic.

Having by this time familiarised ourselves a little with
this strange notion of Relevance, let us now pass to consider
its meaning for Logic. Its logical importance is enormous,
although Logic has never recognised it, but has lost its way
in the swamps of Irrelevance, by reason of its vain pursuit
of the whole. Now the use of the conception of Relevance
in practical reasoning and in science means a repudiation of
this ideal of all-inclusiveness, and therefore, if it is sound,,
will involve a complete reconstruction of logical theory,
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besides having an important bearing on the most popular 1
of metaphysics. The old Logic may,~ir~is~ true, appeal to
philosophy for support in its assumption that truth lies in
the whole rather than in the relevant part; and thus the
existence and use of Belevance seem to precipitate a sharp
conflict between the theory of scientific and ordinary reason-
ing on the one hand, and that of orthodox Logic and philo-
sophic thought on the other. For Logic has always hitherto
assumed that all facts have to be considered, and philosophy
has always professed to aim at the inclusion of the whole ;
both therefore are bound to deny the existence of irrelevance,
at any rate for their purpose. Whether this conflict is in-
evitable or due to a mistake, we shall be better able to estimate
after we have illustrated the complete dependence of all non-
philosophic reasoning upon the notion of Belevance.

To consider first the case of ordinary thinking. We could
not come to the simplest decision, we could not perform the
easiest act of thought, without extraction of the relevant.
Unless we kept our eyes fixed on this, and our heads clear,
the floods of irrelevance in which we are merged would rise
up and choke us. If we allowed Logic to make it a condition
of judgment and action that everything must first be taken
into account, if we were not allowed to make selections, if
nothing might be disregarded, we could neither act nor
think. For we cannot manipulate the whole universe at once,
nor enunciate the total truth in a single gasp. All effective
action and all effective thinking, therefore, must in practice
proceed upon a recognition of Belevance, whether or not the
notion is consciously formulated, and consistently applied.

Nor is it difficult to note, moreover, that in point of fact
no sane mind ever makes a judgment which it does not con-
ceive (whether rightly or wrongly) to be relevant, and that
' Belevance,' and not ' Truth, is the supreme controlling
power in the making of judgments. We do not, that is, assert
whatever we believe to be ' true,' but only such portion of the total
truth as we judge to be ' relevant'.

(d) We do not go about asserting things merely because
they are true. The truths worth asserting are not the in-
disputable truths of the first water, but those struggling into
existence, which others do not yet see. If you went about
reciting the Multiplication Table you would certainly be re-
garded as an intolerable bore, and would probably be locked
up as a lunatic.

(b) Truth, then, is no excuse for irrelevance. It is
common to say,' What you allege may be quite true, but it is
not relevant: kindly keep to the point'; and the only way to
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meet this objection is to show that the allegation is relevant,
not to the universe at large, but to the point at.issue.

(c) We do not want to know the whole truth, but only
that selection from it which bears on our problems and
answers our questions. If it is objected to you that the
whole story has not been told, it is a good reply to plead that
all that is relevant has been told, but when you ask what a
flower growing in a wall is, you do not usually want a meta-
physical disquisition about the interconnexion of all things
in the universe—even in verse. An irrelevant answer to a
question is therefore as bad, and more irritating, than none
at all

(d) It is a psychological fact that we never express the
totality even of what is before the mind as we frame a judg-
ment. E.g. in order to say ' It is hot,' I do not think it is
necessary to mention that I am suffering from indigestion, a
corn on my toe and a cold in my head, and wishing that a
less fatuously conventional opening of a conversation with a
lady I do not want to talk to at all had occurred to me. All
our personal feelings are in fact habitually ruled out as ir-
relevant preliminaries to our assertions, and the persons who
allow them to intrude into their conversation, and even to
become its staple food, are condemned as a disagreeable sort
of bores.

We express, moreover, all we know as little as all we feel
in any judgment. Even the blankest and stupidest mind
knows far more than it ever says on any occasion. It too
selects, perhaps injudiciously, before it publishes its fatuities.

The notion, therefore, which haunts the orthodox logician
as an unachieved ideal, viz., that of blurting out the totality
of truth in a single judgment, never occurs to common sense
as a thing to be rationally aimed at, and indeed strikes it as
highly ludicrous. For after that, what, pray, would, be the
next remark ? Merely the same thing over again ? But why
repeat it, whether to those who know and accept it, or to
those who do not understand or believe it ? Should not the
ideal sage, after achieving one absolutely true and all-inclu-
sive judgment, lapse forthwith into unbroken silence for ever
afterwards ?

(2) In science we hear exactly the same story. The sciences,
as philosophers never seem to weary of telling them, are all
partial. That is, they select aspects of the whole for special
treatment, and regard as irrelevant the rest, in which they
are not interested. But what if the sciences, instead of
meekly submitting to philosophic rebuke, should prefer to
brazen it out, and declare that the philosophers' reproaches
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rest on a complete misapprehension of the nature of science ?
The philosophers, after all, have not yet shown either that
it is possible to treat the whole in its integrity in a scientific-
ally profitable manner, or even that it is logically possible to
conceive the human mind as proceeding otherwise than by
a selection of what seems relevant to its cognitive purposes.
If they allege that in philosophising they proceed • toithout
selection, they are begging the question, and moreover may
possibly be mistaken, while the impossibility of their aim
may explain the failure of their efforts.

But at any rate there can be no doubt about the nature of
ordinary scientific procedure, (a) Every science begins by
marking out its general territory, and henceforth means its
assertions to be relevant to that. Until these limits are
pretty well understood, and it can be pretty definitely stated
what assertions are relevant to its researches and what not,
the science remains in its nonage. There could be, for ex-
ample, no science of mechanics, so long as it could be thought
relevant to allege, as the cause of stellar motions, the love
which the heavenly bodies were supposed to bear towards
the Perfect Form of the Prime Mover.

(b) All the ' facts' of every science are governed by the
general conceptions of what is for it relevant matter, and
selected (or rejected) accordingly This is why an engineer
does not ' observe concerning the sky ' before he launches
his ship, why a physicist does not take the auspices before
reading off his thermometer, why a physiologist does not
note the appetite of sacred chickens before dissecting a frog,
why a doctor does not record the conjunctions of the planets
before administering a pill, why a botanist does not collect
his specimens by the light of the full moon, why a milkmaid
does not perform the whole religious ritual of the Todas
before churning her butter, why a mathematician does not
vow a candle to his patron saint if he happens to begin an
investigation of transfinite numbers on a Friday, etc. It is
not that these are not facts that might be noted, and indeed
would have to be noted if completeness were the aim of
science ; but it is their grasp of the relevant that saves scien-
tists from such follies. So they are judged to be irrelevant,
and such judgments rest securely on great masses of scientific
experience..

(c) All the "formal accounts of scientific 'induction' are
manifestly nonsense, until it is noted that the phenomena
argued from, and about, must be ' relevant'. It is clear that
no two cases can ever occur in which literally »to circumstance
has changed save one, or which have only one circumstance in
1 2
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common, so that the Methods of Difference and Agreement
could be applied to them. In the actual illustrations given
of scientific procedure, therefore, the logicians, with singular
astuteness or innocence, always select relevant points of dif-
ference or agreement But though this is always assumed,
it is never avowed. Nor would the avowal, if it were made,
set right the Formal logician's theory of Science. For his
accounts would then become nonsense in another way, be-
cause, as we saw, there can never be any formal test or
guarantee of Relevance. All of which, however, merely
shows how little Formal Logic has grasped the real nature
of Scientific reasoning.1

Clearly, then, Science finds the conception of Relevance
just as useful and indispensable as does ordinary thought.

We come then to the question whether Philosophy stands
alone in its ability to dispense with Relevance. At first it
certainly looks as though Philosophy could do without it.
At any rate the philosophers think they can. They always
profess to aim at all-inclusiveness, and in certain directions,
at any rate, they appear to have very liberal and elastic
notions of the relevant. If then their conception of their
craft should be right, and if their actual procedure can be
shown to substantiate their claims, we should indisputably
get the anomaly already mentioned, viz., that there would be
two methods of knowing, the one employed in science and in
ordinary life and resting upon the selection of the relevant,
the other peculiar to philosophy, aiming at all-inclusiveness
and resting upon a denial that any fact, however humble,
trivial and repulsive, can be irrelevant to the cognitive syn-
thesis.

But does the practice of the philosophers bear out their
theory ? Do they in fact try to include everything, to con-
demn nothing as irrelevant, as they think they ought to do ?
With all deference to the imposing array of philosophic ' sys-
tems,' I cannot see that they do. For they all seem to rest
on enormous amounts of selection, and to leave out vast
masses of fact Indeed, even to a lenient and partial critic like
myself, they seem in fact to leave out very much more than
they manage to include, while from a more severely com-
mon-sense standpoint they would no doubt seem to leave
out, as philosophically irrelevant, nearly all the things that
are humanly interesting and important.

Eleaticism, for example, which it is difficult not to admire
as still the supreme example of formal metaphysical consis-

1 8eo further my Formal Logic, ch. xix. § 7.
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tency, seems to have eliminated the whole content of the
world, save that it is, and (perhaps)'that it is spherical. In the
rarefied atmosphere of its abstractions, nothing else seemed
relevant to reality. But is not this a great triumph of <selec-
tiveness ?

Philosophers, however, are generally disposed to admit
(Tve need not inquire too meticulously with what right) that
the Eleatics rather overdid unification by omission in their
monistic rejection of all phenomena, and that Platonism
improved on Eleaticism by allowing them to wallow in a
fashion between Being and Not-Being. This, perhaps, is
something of a concession, but it can hardly mitigate the fact
that phenomena, in Plato also, are still unreal as such, and ir-
relevant to (true) reality, so that the pseudo-existence of such
misbegotten crosses between Being and Not-Being contributes
nothing to the meaning of the Whole In fact it is the dis-
tinctive tenet of Platonism that the Ideal alone is relevant,
and that Sensible Reality is judged irrelevant en bloc.

Aristotle, who had much more of the temper of the man
of science than Plato, was under less temptation to exclude
facts merely because they did not fit into his system. He
usually contents himself with inventing a category for what-
ever will not fit into his other categories. ' Chance' and
' Matter ' are such categories in his system. But even Aris-
totle made no provision for the individual as such, i.e. for
the points in which one individual of a kind differs from
another. Such differences are always treated as logically
null and negligible—falsely as Darwinism has since shown.
I.e. it is always assumed that they cannot affect the unity
of the universal and the certainty of the classification of the
particular. Bat as these differences certainly exist, what is
this but simply to rule them out as irrelevant, and to re-
nounce the ideal of including everything in your synthesis ?

It would be wearisome to go through the whole list, even
of the first-class philosophers, with this uniform result They
all unhesitatingly practise unification by omission, they all
agree in treating individual differences as metaphysically
unreal, without perceiving how important and all-pervasive
a feature of the given they are thereby excluding. Even
Hegel, who had some inkling of the viciousness of •philo-
sophic abstraction, puts them down to a ' contingency' of the
given as inexplicable as it is incurable. The rest gratify
their philosophic craving for systematic unity by still more
riotous omissions. Hardly any one manages to construct
his synthesis without excluding Time and Change and Novelty.
Spinoza, who is one of the more resolute unifiers, expressly
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excludes valises.1 Error and Evil, which rather jar upon the
human feelings even of the most austere, they generally
attempt to rule out by calling them ' negative'. That all
' partial' views may justly be excluded simply 311a partial,
is treated as self-evident, without observing that all human
views are necessarily ' partial,1 including therefore those of
the authors of these syntheses, so that they really refute
themselves by the very law of their construction.

Yet both consistency and clearheadedness really declare
that no total view can be strictly all-inclusive which does
not include also all tlie partial views, not transcended, trans-
muted and transmogrified, but qua partial, and in their full
unmutilated individuality. The idealist's ' Absolute,' if there
could be such a thing, and if it could have a mind, would have
to know, not only the whole truth and goodness of things as
they appear to complete understanding and perfect purity,
but also the whole gamut of errors and all the degrees of
ignorance and illusion, as they txxst in all its blinded and de-
luded 'parts'. It must know, e.g., not only the exact moment
of each being's predestined death, and the necessity of its
destruction for the perfection of the Whole, but must also
share the ignorance and agony with which each being views
its fate. As, therefore, everything is such that there is some
one who does not know it and cannot do it, the Absolute
would have to be at once omniscient and omninescient,
omnipotent and omni-impotent; nor could it be the former,
unless it also were the latter. Similarly it must not only be
a pattern of every perfection, but also a realised ideal of every
possibility of depravity and iniquity, and must sympathise
as fully with the bad as with the good. Under penalty,
in every case, of ceasing to be truly Absolute, if it fails to
take its official all-inclusiveness quite seriously. And yet
how can it do this seeing that it has to include also in itself
every jest and every jeer, including those at its own con-
stitution ? How indeed it would manage to combine all
these contradictory attitudes would remain a mystery which
it iB not likely to reveal to its devotees, and which, fortu-
nately, is not relevant to our argument.2

For we have amply proved the simple truth that all
these philosophic ' Absolutes' are in fact highly selective.

1 Ethict, Appendix to Bk. I.
11t hardly needs to be said that the philosophies which make their

ragbag ' Absolutes' all-inclusive by the jwstulation of a ' somehow '
are logically scepticisms, though for emotional or prudential reasons they
may disguise themselves as absolutisms Moreover, when they approach
any problem of real knowing (which is rarely enough) the 'somehow'
speedily turns into a ' nohow,' and they hasten to throw out again what
they have pretended to include. So they form no exception to the rule.
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No philosopher has ever succeeded in including literally
everything in his synthesis. No-one has ever really tried, or
even considered to what total inclusion would really commit
him. If he had, he would speedily have seen that it meant
not a cosmos, but a chaos, or else, in the effort to include
everything, would have become as mad as his ' Absolute,' of
which he forms one of an indefinite number of ' multiple
personalities'. For what reveals the essential futility of
trying to represent thought as aiming at all-inclusiveness, is
the fact that if per impossibdc this feat could be achieved, it
would only conduct us back to the chaos from which the
analysis (which is the primary function of the intellect) has
throughout been struggling to redeem us, forcing upon us,
moreover, the additional problem of conceiving a ' mind ' so
unlike our own as to be comfortable and at home in such a
chaos. For to human minds, however philosophic, rationality
does in fact rest upon selection.

Philosophy, then, whatever it may profess, does m fact
fall into line with Science and Common Sense. United they
petition Logic for a theoretical recognition- of Eelevance, and
of the right of selecting the relevant and rejecting the irrele-
vant. But will Logic listen to the petition ? Not with a
good grace. For it is the most conservative of the sciences.
But how can any Logic repudiate dc jure what is dc facto the
universal practice of human minds, without ceasing to be itself
relevant to the procedure of our intelligence''1 So long as
it claims to be a theory of human thinking, is it not bound
to give a theory of the use of Relevance'-1

To do so, however, it will have to reform itself extensively.
For to admit the notion of Relevance seems impossible with-
out (1) giving up the notion of undiscnminating inclusion as
the normal procedure and ideal aim of thought. (2) It will
be necessary to study instead the process of selecting the rele-
vant. (3) This again can hardly be done without recognising
the all-pervasiveness of choices in our mental operations, and
the volitional character of thinking generally, and distinguish-
ing between ' rational' and ' wilful' choice or mere ' arbitrari-
ness '. (4) The connexion between Selection and Risk will
have to be investigated, and the necessity of taking a risk
in making a selection will have to be pitted against the
old logical ideal of a ' necessary connexion ' which even the
greatest fool could not fail to follow. (5) Last, but not least,
it will have to be brought under the notice of Logic that all
reasoning ultimately depends on the notion of Relevance. For in
all reasoning about reality we treat 'events' as "cases' of
' laws'. But the cases are never quite identical, nor are they
ever bare exemplifications) of the ' law.' nor do th^v presort

1 2 *
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it without irrelevant accessories. Symbolically, they are case
a 1 + : . . and o 2 + . . . of the law ' A'. Hence to argue from,
and to, them, the law must first be extracted by stripping off
their irrelevant details. But seeing that the cases are given
as different, how can we be sure in advance that the differ-
ences are irrelevant ?

Now curiously enough the old Logic has in a way con-
fessed as much, though without understanding the operation.
Logicians have always thought that reasoning depends on
what they call ' universals'. But they do not assert that
bare universals are to be found in* the phenomenal world :
chez nous, alas, they occur only in obscure and mutilated
forms, immersed and entangled in irrelevant ' matter,' from
which they have to be extricated. How this is done, and
what are the risks and the rights of the process, they
have always neglected to tell us; but it is clear that even
their account does not in fact dispense with the notion of
Belevance.

It would of course carry us too far to dwell on all these points
on this occasion. For they mean putting the whole of Logic
on an entirely new foundation, which is critically selective,
voluntaristic and libertarian, and not nndiscriminating, in-
tellectualistic. and deterministic. The word .' Relevance '
really contains the whole difference of principle between the
voluntarist and the in'tellectualist conceptions of knowledge,
and no one can acknowledge it without finding himself
driven step by step into complete voluntarism. Conversely,
no intellectualism is henceforth consistently tenable until
it has wholly purged itself of every suggestion of rele-
vance.1 But to me not the least remarkable fact about
the whole affair is that the practical genius of the Britishs

people should have discovered and expressed this all-impor-
tant conception, merely in the course of dealing concretely
with the affairs of life, centuries before any of the logicians,
whose profession it was to think upon thought, so much as
suspected its existence. The Chosen People of the Practical,
that is the Active, Reason, then, have good reason to be
grateful, and proud of their mother-tongue; but what of the
multitudes of Gentiles whose tongues will not express the
notion of Relevance and whose thoughts must consequently
fail to grasp it? Will they all have to learn English, in
order to understand the nature of Thought ?

1 This, however, might not prove as difficult a task as might be supposed.
1 For of coarse the great unknown Scotch thinker, greater t&an Hume

because more constructive, who invented ' Releranoe,' must yield a share
of the credit to the nations which adopted his word.
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